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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Tom Shaw, Incorporated, and Thomas Shaw (collectively "TSI"),
appeal adistrict court order granting Watt, Tieder, Killian and Hof-
far's ("Watt Tieder") motion for judgment as a matter of law under
Rule 52(c) of the Federa Rules of Civil Procedure. On appeal, TSI
contends that the district court's factual findings were clearly errone-
ous and reflective of atotal misapprehension of the evidence. Finding
no reversible error, we affirm.

In 1989, Watt Tieder, alaw firm, commenced an action against TSI
for unpaid attorney feesrelating to legal work Watt Tieder had per-
formed for TSI. TSI filed an eight-count counterclaim for mal prac-
tice, breach of contract, and disgorgement of fees, and seeking
damages. After hearing evidence solely relating to TSI's counter-
claim, the district court granted Watt Tieder's motion for judgment as
amatter of law.*

We review the district court's findings of fact in support of its

order granting a Rule 52(c) motion under the clearly erroneous stan-
dard. See Carter v. Ball, 33 F.3d 450, 457 (4th Cir. 1994). A trid
court's findings of fact are entitled to "great weight," and will only

be disturbed if ""the reviewing court on the entire evidence is left with
the definite and firm conviction that a mistake has been committed.™
Friend v. Leidinger, 588 F.2d 61, 64 (4th Cir. 1978) (quoting United
States v. United States Gypsum Co., 333 U.S. 364, 395 (1947)). Upon
our review of the evidence, we do not find that the district court com-
mitted a mistake.

*|n granting the Rule 52(c) motion, the district court found that Watt
Tieder informed TSI of the legal significance of acritical portion of its
contract with the United States Corps of Engineers. The district court
also found that TSI was not damaged by the improprieties allegedly aris-
ing out of Watt Tieder's conduct.
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Accordingly, we affirm the district court's order. We dispense with
oral argument because the facts and legal contentions are adequately
presented in the materials before the court and argument would not
aid in the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



